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RECENT CASES 

Carriers — Limitation or Liability — Notice to Passenger. — French 
v. Merchants' & Miners' Transp. Co., 85 N. E. 424 (Mass.). — Held, that 
defective eyesight is insufficient to excuse passenger from acquainting her- 
self with the contents of her ticket, but that she must have it read to her. 

The more moderate rule appears to be that by mere acceptance of 
ticket, the purchaser does not bind himself to all terms printed thereon in 
absence of actual knowledge of them. Kent v. Baltimore & O. R.Co., 10 
West. Rep. 459 (Ohio) ; Potter v. The Majestic, 56 Fed. 244. In like 
manner, the burden of proof of passenger's knowledge rests upon the rail- 
road, Baltimore & O. R. Co. v. Harris, 12 Wall. 65; so that where a 
passenger is unable to read and no explanation is made by agent of rail- 
road, the terms on ticket are not binding. Mauritz v. N. Y ., L. E. & W. 
R. Co., 23 Fed. 765. The harsher rule is, that a passenger is bound by 
conditions whether read or not. Boylan v. Hot Springs R. Co., 132 U. S. 
146; and likewise by the legal effect, whether known or not. Gulf C. & 
S. F. Ry. Co. v. Riney, 92 S. W. 54 (Tex.). The most reasonable rule, 
however, seems to be that a passenger should be bound only where it is 
carelessness not to have read the terms of the ticket or to have had them 
read to him. Louisville, N. A. & C. Ry. Co. v. Nicholai, 42 Ind. App. 119; 
Aplington v. Pullman Co., 97 N. Y. S. 329. 

Contempt — Criminal Intent — Essentiality. — State v. Howell, 69 
Atl. 1057 (Conn.). — A newspaper editor and manager was not aware of 
the publication in his paper of certain articles tending to obstruct the 
administration of justice. Held, that he could be convicted of contempt of 
court for such publication. 

The offense "contempt of court" has many of the important character- 
istics of common law crimes. For example, proceedings for contempt have 
for their purpose the punishment of wrongdoers. Ex parte Gould, 99 Cal. 
360. And the offense is one which may be pardoned. State v. Sauvinet, 
24 La. Ann. 119. But inasmuch as the offense is one against the organs of 
public justice, and is therefore a special and peculiar public wrong, it has 
some essential differences from the ordinary common law crimes. For 
instance: A conviction for contempt of court is no bar to proceedings 
for criminal conspiracy on the same cause, since the contempt proceeding 
is a special one. State v. Ossulaton, 2 Stra. 1107. And for the same reason, 
criminal intent, which is so important to the ordinary common law crimes, 
is not necessary to a conviction for contempt of court. People v. Wilson, 
114 Mass. 230; People v. Wilson, 64 111. 195. The case at hand illustrates 
this difference; and it is one of a very few cases where there has been 
conviction for constructive acts alone 

Damages — Measure of Damages — Injuries to the Person. — Morris 
v. St. Paul Ry. Co., 117 N. W. 500 (Minn.).— In estimating the damages 
in an action for injuries to a person resulting in a miscarriage it was held, 
that the pain and suffering which the mother would have suffered when 



